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ABSTRACT 

This document is the reply of the Eugene school 
district's research, development, and evaluation division to portions 
of a citizen task force report on small schools in the district. The 
analysis takes issue with certain findings concerning population and 
enrollment trends, economics, program capacity, staffing, and the 
criteria for the evaluation of low enrollment schools. Appendixes 
contain explanatory material. (IRT) 
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The Task Force is to be commended for the amount of effort and work that 
went into the preparation of the report. This was a monumental task that re- 
quired a long term committment of time, energy and diligence on the parts of 
all members of the group. 

Chapte r II Popu lation a nd En r oll ment Trends 

On page 10 of this report. Chapter II, the Small Schools Task Force concluded 
the following: "There is an excellent chance that by the year 2,000 enough 
children will reside within walking distance of all existing elementary schools 
to eliminate the need for extensive busing or radical attendance area boundary 
shifts". This conclusion is drawn from a report produced by the La^e Council 
of Governments in January, 1974, entitled "Population and Employment Projections 
for Lane County Oregon". From an assessment of that L-COG report, the Task Force 
projects, on page 9, that there will be sufficient elementary age children to 
fill existing district schools in 25 years. They also state, "We find more 
difficult to make similar projections by area for the next ten years from 1976 
through 1985". Jim Johnson and Gary Chenkin filed a report to the Small Schools 
Task Force on December 4, 1975. The title is "Further Information on Population 
Projections" (Appendix 1). This report explains the assumptions built into the 
year 2,000 population projections and the five year breakdowns contained therein. 
Johnson and Chenkin state, "The main reason for this further explanation is the 
prevailing opinion, first suggested by 4J R & D and then supported by us, that 
the Task Force has not been fully informed of all of the assumptions and there- 
fore has placed too much emphasis on the population data we provided. The purpose 
of what follows is twofold, to inform you of the assumptions and to suggest how 
the Task Force should use and interpret the data". With that memo, enclosed as 
an appendix to this report, 4J's RDE uni"'' no longer '^as any disagreement with 
the population projections for the metropolitan area fir the year 2,000, nor to 
the comments made in the Small Schools Task Force report regarding population 
projections for the year 2,000. If anything, we believe that those projections 



are accurate or possible understatements of v/hat vn' 11 occur in this comnmtiiit> 
the year 2,000. We do however have the following concerns. These concer,^s ^f^^^ 
from an examination of Chapter 2 of the Small Schocrls Task Force Report, t^ti^ 
assumptions derived therein and the conclusions on Page IQ of that report;: 

The distribution of the population within the residential area surrounded W 
boundaries of the 4J School District which are outside the boundaries of \;.\\^ 
Eugene city limits are challenged. One of the assumptions contained in rn^cti 
the reporting on the population projections, as wall as the additional da^d 
supplied to the Task Force by other people such a$ Johnson and Chenkin, th^^ 
the population within the metropolitan area by the ye^r 2,000 will be dist^ri ^^i^^^^ 
according to zoning in the metropolitan area, inc1u<ling the central city ^ r^^ 
the degree where there will actually be sufficient numbers of children to fi^l 
all existing space. We have not seen in 4J's RDE u^iit any data or any st^d/ 
presented that will identify where the population t^iat is projected by th^ /^^'^ 
2,000 will reside by any sub-geographic c ^ea analysis such as census tracts 
school district boundary lines. Further, we are not av/are of any study at 
identifies the growth of population within the boun^Jaries of the Eugene 4o s%^^^ 
district. In other words, we do not challenge th^ total number of people r^^i^^^^ 
in this metropolitan area by the year 2,000 as projected by the various ^{nji'^e^ 
noted above. We do not believe however, that the population, including s^^^ho^l 
age children, will necessarily reside in sub-geognphic boundaries within 
metropolitan area and more spec fically within th^ Eugene 4J school distrt^ct 3^^^ 
- where there is space or where tnere will be space 1n classrooms. 

Population projections are based on births, deaths ^nd migration patterns, 
Depending on the purpose of such projections, many other assumptions may b^^^''^^ 
into the analysis. 

Births and deaths are, to a large extent, not affected by planning decisiQfiS- 
the other hand, rates of migratory patterns assume Chat:^ (1) certain forces 
expected to predominate, or (2) planning decisions /wilt'create environmental 
momentum to effect certain forces. 

These population projections from L-COG were completed ^or a metropolitan ^f^^f^' 
portation plan. Therefore, assumptions about migratory patterns were made ^^^^ 
may have little applicability to educational planning. 
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Population projection for 4J may be based on many of the same assumptions as the 
one prepared for the metropolitan transportation plan. Caution should be taken, 
however, in attempting to directly overlay L-COG's projection on 4J boundaries. 

Although a population projection has not been completed for 4J, there are some 
current trends which should be examined prior to any final decision regarding 
school closure. At present, data is available on occupancy permits and building 
permits issued. Thesj data indicate the percentage change from 1970 to 1975. 
Declines are noted in the central areas and significant increases are indicated 
in the outlying areas, particularly north of the Beltline in the Santa Clara area. 
It should be noted that building permits for new construction will show a sig- 
nificant decline as available space is developed* In outlying districts per- 
centage change may seem significant but when analyzed in absolute numbers might 
not be significant. That is, an area with ten structures may experience a 40% 
increase with fouv^ new structures. In a developed area, 30-40 new structures 
will indicate a small percentage increase. 

L-COG is in the process of developing a census tract by tract population estimate. 
These data should t)e cof^^Pared with 1970 census data for fairly accurate estimates 
on in-filling trends. This report will be completed by the. end of March, according 
to L-COG staff. 

Two polar-type forces a^^ apparent in this metropolitan area (the suburban move- 
ment and the atternpt to contain growth and revitalize central residential areas). 
Based on existing conditions, it is reasonable to expect that educational spaces 
will be vacant In the southern area of Eugene for some time. Based on opposing 
forces to current trends, those spaces may be utilized in the future. 

Chapter III E^onppncs 

On page 24, the T^sk Force Report makes this conclusion: "Actual savings which 
could be realized by ^closing a school fall Into the range of between $17,000 - 
$50,000". The Task Force believes that this savinqs estimate is realistic in 
the light of other cities' experiences as summarized in this chapter. ROE 
was not asked, nor has it studied potential benefits resulting from (1) closing 
of a school or schools, (2) temporarily closing an entire school or part of a 
school, or (3) keeping the school building open but leasing it to another party 
or using the building for non-classroor.i educational space. The Task Force Report 
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only considers the economics of total closure in. Chapter III and recommends, on 
page 57, that leasing be considered, but does not analyze the economics of leasinc]. 

The Task Force Report states, on page 15, ''With regards to the Capital Outlay 
expense, v/e see that it is a small percentage figure and by nature highly irregular 
and non-comparable". This conclusion is subjective for three reasons; (1) many 
people would consider $306,000 to be a lot of money, (2) excluding Capital Outlay 
minimizes the cost incurred for 1974-75 for running the schools especially if 
that cost is analyzed over the four regions to show whether or not there was an 
equitable distribution of Capital Outlay resources provided to each of the four 
regions within the school system, and (3) some capital expense will be incurred 
if the schools are open. 

Page 14 of the Small Schools Task Force Report states, "Generally speaking there 
do not appear to be significant variations among the schools (with regard to 
the relative efficiency, i.e., maintenance costs of school facilities)". This 
"significance" is subjective. It would appear that there may be systematic 
variation between the North and South regions for the actual costs for maintenance. 
For example, it appears tha-: it costs more for maintenance for a majority of 
elementary schools in the North region but even taking this into account, there 
appears to be more -total costs in the South region for maintenance. This is 
probably due to the greater number of buildings in the South region. We believe 
that a more accurate analysis of cost related to these issues exists in a recent 
RDE report entitled "Study of Resource Distribution With 4J School District by 
Region". We suggest that this report be submitted as a part of the data to be 
used to make decisions regarding small schools. It should be noted that this 
study was not completed until after the Task Force had filed their report. 

Chapter VIII Program Capacity 

On page 47 there is a statement in the Small Schools Task Force Report that RDE 
questions. That statement is as follows: "Thus the minimum standard size class- 
room becomes 900 square feet. District 4J's program capacity allots 25 students 
to most classrooms regardless of size. Therefore students in a standard class- 
room are alloted 36 square feet while those in a classroom of 750 square feet 
have only 30 square feet each". 

The program capacity definition disagrees with the statement on page 47: "The 
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program capacity differs from optimum cai icity in that it sets an upper limit of 
25 students per classroom instead of 30 ds optimum capacity and state law does 
and it recognizes reduced capacities for special education programs and/or other 
special programs". So that District 4J's program capacity allots 25 students to 
most classrooms regardless of size is not absolutely correct. If a c''assroom is 
less than 750 square feet in size, there are fewer than 25 children assigned to 
that space, and if there is a classroom space that is 500 square feet or less, no 
children are assigned to that space and it is not counted in the program capacity 
of a building. In addition to the Task Force Report, the chairman of the Small 
Schools Task Force submitted a suggestion for a revision of the capacity study 
wherein he has suggested such things as doubling the amount of space not allocated 
for certain classrooms such as kindergartens (Appendix 2). 

The issue to be concerned with on the comments about the capacity study and 
capacity within the building are as follows. The capacity study was done to pro- 
vide, as equitably as possible, space allocations within the school district in 
such a way as to allow flexibility of educational programs and to allow the best 
utilization of the available space that we currently possess for educating children 
within the 4J school district. The analysis in the final chapter of the capacity 
study suggests one major area of concern — recently built large elementary 
buildings- constructed with insufficient amounts of ancillary space. The capacity 
study in fact identifies the necessity for additional ancillary space within most 
of these schools. In (Essence, the chairman of the Task Force's suggestion would 
reassign primary space to additional ancillary space in many schools, a condition 
that RDE could agree with but one that is extremely unrealistic in that there is 
already limited primary educational nace in many recently built large elementary 
schools and in many elenientary schools that are almost at capacity. The Task 
Force Report, on page 46, suggests four major revisions to the capacity study; 
(1) the program capacity for kindergarten classes should be decreased, (2) program 
capacity should be modified to provide greater amounts, of ancillary space in 
some schools where ancillary space was not provided to an equitable degree when 
the building was built, (3) adjustments should be made jn program capacity for 
those schools which have Title I programs and (4) program capacities for small 
classrooms should be decreased. RDE maintains that program capacity space assigned 
to kindergaretn classrooms falls both withrn the boundaries of acceptability by 
an educational point of view as well as within the acceptability of space pro- 
visions from the State Minimum Standards which we have commented on earlier. 
Basically we do not see how it is feasible to remove primary educational space 



from some school buildings within the diM.rict and add that to ancillary space 
when in those same buildings we find that the total amount of primary space is 
already taken up by the numbers of children in those buildings. We have no 
comments about adjustments to program capacity for Title I programs, that is some- 
thing that we may need to do as a necessary modification of the capacity study, 
however we know that it is not a legal necessity. We have commented earlier on 
program capacities for small classrooms being de-iireased and suggest that pro- 
gram capacity for small classrooms has in fact been decreased according to a 
formula agreed to by all the educators that reviewed this study within the school 
district. Conclusion: The capacity study clearly points out some form of dis- 
crimination in the provision of space to children in larger crowded elementary 
schools. It is hereby suggested that one way that the inequalities pointed out 
in the capacity study could be resolved is by the provision of greater amounts of 
ancillary space within the buildings noted in that survey. 

The Task Force Report suggests that where there has been more sufficient amounts 
of primary and ancillary educational space, within a. school in the district, that 
space has been used constructively. RDE has no disagreement with that comment. 
The issue however, is the lack of equal opportunity for the constructive use of 
space in other schools within the district. There does not reside within some • • 
schools currently at capacity, the equal opportunity to constructively utilize 
space within the building as it does within those buildings where the buildings 
are not being utilized up to capacity. This is an issue that we should be 
addressing. 

There is a general rule of thumb that educators; are aware of, concerning the 
utilization of space within a building, and that is that space will be used re- 
gardless of how much there is of it. The important issue within a school system 
is the equitable distribution of that space whereby educational alternatives can 
occur becasue space is available and every child within the school district 
should have an equal opportunity for those educational alternatives simply 
because there is not space in the building where the child attends school. 

Chapter IX Staffing 

We agreed with the conclusions drawn by the Small Schools Task Force in this 
section with one exception and that is the recommendation that the school district 
immediately rescind that partof the staffing plan which arbitrarily reduces the 
staffing level of the four small schools by .5 FIE and increases the level of the 



four largest schools a corresponding aniounL. If one v/ill analyze the data that 

generated the new staffing plan, one will notice that in the past there was an 

< 

unequal distribution of staff, both by level - elementary, junior and senior 
highs and by region within this school district. One way of providing equitable 
distribution of staff was by the part of the plan which reduced the administrative 
staffing level of the" four smallest schools and increased it in the larger schools. 

Chapter XI Criter ia f or th e Evaluati o n of Low Enrollment Schools 
The Task Force Report has a number of comments in it that should be highlighted. 
On page 61, section G, the statement, *'What impact would school closures have on 
the neighborhood, both on the human character of the area and on property values?" 
On page 63, "The Task Force recoiimiends that Whiteaker School should not be closed 
because of the city's efforts to stabilize the inner city". And on page 64, "The 
city is committed to the stabilization of inner city neighborhoods and regards 

this school as integral to those plans closure would have a decisive impact 

on the Lincoln neighborhood, families with small children would be discouraged 
from settling there." All of this revolves around the central issue of whether 
or not the board of directors of the 4J school district should utilize funds 
(provided to it by taxpayers to educate children) to subsidize goals of the in- 
cumbent political administration. It is our belief that this course of action 
may not be legal. If the board continues to maintain buildings that are under- 
utilized to support a political goal the district should request the Attorney 
General's opinion as to whether a district can legally subsidize political goals 
with monies provided for education. If we choose, as a school district, to keep 
the school buildings open where membership is below a cost effective level, then 
v/e might request that the political administration reimburse the school district 
the difference of the costs between optimum and actual menbership levels, utilizing 
those resources to alleviate overcrowding in other areas of the school system. 
Out of this suggestion we recommend that the school district identify costs for 
building space, heat, maintenance, staffing, supplies, equipment, material, etc., 
and allocate those costs on a per pupil basis, making monies available within the 
school district, predicated upon the number of children served in each building, 
and not predicated upon any current goals of a political administration unless 
that administration is willing to pay for it's pleasure. 

We must honestly admit that we have a substantial number of spaces in the school 
district that are currently under-utilized. It would seem foolhardy for us as a 
school district to request the taxpaying public to subisdize further revenue to 



develop and build spaces where they are needed when we currently own spaces that 
are under-utilized. In the near future, based on current trends, the district 
is going to have to provide additional space in the North region, the west edges 
of the Churchill region and the mrth edges of the Sheldon region. 
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M K M 0 !: ,\ li I) [[ 

TO: SMAl.l. SC:!li)(U.!; TASK Fl)l<t:i': 

FROM: JIM JdilNSi.N AND CARY CHKNK I r! 

DATK: Di:c:KMBL:R A, 197 5 

SUBJKCT: FliKTlll'R 1 Ml'URMATl DInI ON inH'UI.AT I 01^ 1MU.U IXT LUNS 



This memo is dcsiKtUMl lu commmuuuLc Lu lIju Task Force some of tiie assump- 
tions buiU iriLo Liie .-.cuna r i os for d i s l r i Ini L i flie year :^()00 populaLion 
fir.u.-i'S. If you romoiiiber, Llicso Lliree s^.enarios (l-COC, IMaiiners, and 
"AUeniativo !)") aro lIil* basis lor our cone Uu; ion LhaL all. seiiools are 
likely Co be fi l.Led Lo program .-apaeiLy in yoar 2U00. 

The niain reason for tlii.s expJnnacion is the provailin)', opinion (flrsL 
siir,t;csted by A.l and lIumi suMp()rte<l by us) that the Task Force lias 

iiot'''been fulJy infcnned oi' all Liio assuuipLious and Lhercifore has placed 
Loo mucii emphasis on the populat ion dala wo provided. ihe purpose ot 
what foliows is tv/o-fold: Lo inl orm you ol* Liie assump t. ions and Lo suggest 
how the Task Force shf)uLd use and ini.erpreL Lhe data. 

PopulaLion pro.jocLions for the me L ropo 1. i t an aroa^ developed by l.-COG, indi- 
cate tiiat about 277 ,000 people will. Live within the area in the year 2000. 
Our first assumption su r faces— tha L tho coiiort survival methods of popula- 
tion projection provides a reasonably accurate estimate of the future 
population. This 277,000 1 igurL* is i.mportant because it Is the base figure 
that was distributed in all three scenarios. Fven the cohort survival method 
of population projection Is filled with issumptions. Wt.' reviewed these in a 
previous meeting but to refresh your momu:y, the major assumptions here are 
fertility rates, survival rates/ and labor force participation rates. Per- 
haps just as important are assumpti(Uis which are not a part of the projection 
method. No assumptions are made with regard to major social, political, 
economic, or technological change. 

With the above in mind, we proceed to a larger number of assumptions which 
were made when groups of planners from i-ugene, Springfield, and Lane County 
distributed dwelling units to transportation zones within the metro area 
boundary. These assumptions arc attached as an appendix for your review. 

While it is unnecessary to go into great detail about eac!i of the assumptions, 
wo. feel tnat you should read and Un aware of tiiem. Keep in mind'aJso that 
each of tlu-se assumptions has a number of assumptions that are built-in the 
first four for example. When read i ng ''t hrough the assiuiipL ions it becomes clear 
that a lot of tiiem consist of what. C4»uld oirly be termed "soft" data. Someone 
could suggest variations of tiie assumptions that could be just as valid as the 
ones I j stotl . . : 
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Small Soiu>.)ls T.isk Force 



DrrrihlKT ''4, 1975 



liv)wever, iiiany o\ clui aii.suinivL ions listAMi 
L's t-.ib I i shed as city or i*uuiuy v'.'»''l-' -'"'l 
li.iy b.iSL'il an these Ks and pullt it.'s. 



are elLiier direct ly or indirectly 
ju) ! i <: i t'S . |)e(.-isuais are made evi-ry 



(Jivi'ii the ahtive, v/t.' >ai}'.r,est lhal t, iu' rori'i-el wav nl i 11 1 c r pr e t. i nj', and usini', 
I lie d.ita vce jiriwided is U) v i ev; il a.s a lorerast .ind pifjertion of th<.' 
lnture--n.^t as a pr lhI i c t i on of v.'ill occnr. The eone I us i «.'ns reaehed 

ironi anaiy i n,^', tiu: popiiiatinn da la ar^' important, I)ut not any i:K)re important 
tlian any" ot'ner cone in sions wv. a^i a TasI'; l-oree iiuiy n.'aeh. 

In suniniary, we still I'eel that the i n forma t i oi^ pr^'sonted in the population 
subeo::i;:i i 1 1 ec rej')ort Ls valid. llov.'ever, v/l; \viiil qua 1 i 1 y it somewhat by 
I)r(>vidin}', a more complete explanation ol' all the assnmjo t i.cnis iuvoivod. 

dy 

Att leloent 
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PKOrOSlil) ASSIIMin'TilWS 



(i:-SATS Update? - AiifMist 1, 1973) 



AssuinyKions n(;t sn[»p(irt.cil b>- ndopi cii* pf) 1 i cy will nut. hu nscul as policy 
tliuJnsi.* 1 vos , biil \.- i 1 1 Ijo used only i'or fo rccas 1: i i^j; purposes. 

1. Hirth rates v:ill coininiic to decrease. 

2. I;ealh rates will coiitimie to increase sll^^lulv. 

5. Tlie fx-ijor ir-pact on iretrojio] i tan population growth will increasingly 
he i n-ni t;rat i on . 

'l. The cnr.punity will develoji increasing resistance toward population 
grow til . 

5. From to H)7(), population .growth of the mctrijpo I i tan area has 

avera^ied 2.'^ p-ercent per year coinjxninded . Anticipated growth of 
the i-ui.;eiw;-.S[)ringrield area to the year 2nO() will be: 

1970 to ll)7ri :].2S'. increase per year = 16r>,,SS() 

I'-)7:; to ll)S{) 2.20-0 increase per year = 1S-1,:^0()* 

li'.SO to li^l);) 2.()()*j increase per year = 22^1,700^ 

li>9n to 2iW):) i . st) increase per year = 268, 600^^ 

* *Ihese figi:rcs are tentative and win be revised during the update 
/ft J \o ' V ^ * 



0. University of f)regf>n ..r.^^Ilincnt will increase from IS, •152 in 1972-73 
to l(),]r>4 by 197i)-S() and to by 19S4-SS. Top enrollment will 

be 2U,(jO(i. 



llous ing 

!. Apartment house construction will account for a high percentage of 
new housing, but will be considerably lower than during recent years. 

2. Mobile home living and single family housing will account for more 
than I'yO ]iercent of new^construct i on. 

3. The average number of people per •i^ousehold will decrease to 2.8. 
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•i . *.'ew housin,^ l\v tyi'cs v/ill l»c: 

Mu M I j) Ic I !c»us i III', 
hr.i» 1 

y> i If !• ,'ini i 1 \' (','iM'J 1 ov; 
(1 roup I 1 i II)',:'. 

Area ot- Ciecnzrapinc Dcve 1 Ofunent 

1. 'Ih'.) T ransf^orrat ion zone bourularies will not be modirici.l for the 
1973-7-1 update' except to inckule latul in tlie southwest corner of 
ti;c i'.Ufl t raasfiortat ion zone boundaries winch wen^ omitted when 
adjustinenls wore made to conform with census trjicts. 

2. It l.s antici i»atcul tliat the hu.i^enc-Sprinf^ri eld ruotropol i tan urban 
iinif. lor tiju foreseeable future will be witliin tiie " HMK) urban 
service area."* 

3. Land outside ot' tlic "i9L)0 urban service arc-a" to liui^ene and Snrin^fie 
-•ill b'- ip- [.(.' ra 1 ] y maintained a\i rural tracts lhat will not generate 

a iic'.'d for uihan utilities or ('act li ties. 



I" 



Traffic to ti;e :net rotio i i tan area From the satellite communities will 
be projected froin the anticif-ated growtii as cited in the adopted 
plans or interim reports (in lieu of adopted plans) for those 
commun i t i es . 

PrU-ately ownid undeveloped land zoned for low density residential 
use will be teste(! at two levels of density: faj four dwellings 
per gross acre; and (b) ten dwelling units per gross acre, regardless 
of tiic topograj^hy, geography, or geology of the area. 

Similarly, in areas zoned for low density residential use, partially 
developed tracts o:' land of one-thirtl acre or more will be tested 
for further dwelling development at a rate of one dwelling unit for 
each (;,Onu scjuare feet of net aro'i. 

Unused and partially used land'vh more intense residential zones 
will l»c tested for the density allowed in such zones. 

As a result of the above density assumptions, initial test systems 
will i^e run suhjoct to^ the variables as listed on the following 
page: 



* Aii'.unpt i on jaad.' for initial test in;; 
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d Xhiit ■ uti 1 i t i OS and fac i lilies in many 


areas are 



iiKulcciuate for I'ul I development:. 

7 . Assuined Tolicy on Direction, Intensity, Density, and Scheduling of 
Urha;-: firowth 

'I'hf.- use of land i'or urban develoiiment is r. privi lep.c that may be 
oxerciseil wiiliin the restraints of local governiMent. Tlie use, 
direction, intensity, density, and schcdulintj of urhan growth is 
subject to both ado'ited land use regulations and tlie capability of- 
local goveTniVicnts to provide all of the l)asic urban services considered 
necessary for the health, safety, morals, and general welfare of the 
citizens who will live, work, and/or in any way use the area to be 
urban i zed . 

Capability of serving applies to all units of local governments or 
pul)lic utilities which collectively share the resjoonsihilities for 
rendering a 1 i of the urban services including, but not necessarily 
limited to, roads, highways, mass transit, sidewalks, bicycle routes, 
sanitary sewers, sewage treatment facilities, storm sewers, domestic 
wa^er, fire protection, police protection, parks and recreation, 
schools, electric service, and solid waste collection and disposal. 

The urban comir.unity will not allow urban growth to extend in direction, 
intensity, or density beyond the existing physical or financial capa- 
bility of each serving agency, nor will it allow the intensification 
or extension of urban development which will consume reserves in 
service capaci ty nvhi ch were planned and paid for by others but not 
current ly used . 

S. Vacant land in undeveloped and partially developed residential 

neighborhoods will be discounted up to 15 percent of the gross acres 
in eacli neighborliood minus the current acres used or retained for 
use aK public jiarks, schools, places of public assembly, and service 
facilities. The discounted percent would reflect the approximate 
amouru of land that would be nt'eded for public and quasi-public 

'■^^i^Mt^ct U) altorai ioij in view of tlie results of the l irst four test systems. 
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l^*(VpoM,Ml Assumptions (con't.) 



fnon-rcs Ltient i a ] ) development. I-.ach transportation zone would be 
se()ara t c 1 v cva 1 uat cd . 

'\'\\o location aiul development of- major shoppinn, centers will not 
f:iat.erial ly ciian^jo hetv/ccn now and the year 2()00. Nei ^',hl)orhood 
shr)pr,in^; ceni.ers will increase primarily in areas that are now 
lari^cly undcvc: 1 opcnl . Me i idihorhood centers will he spaced approxi- 
mate iy one mi l(j apart. 

10. Industrial development will continue in the now existing patterns. 

11. The cities of Eugene and Springfield v;ill continue to 

be the sole providers of sanitary sewer service to areas 
within the inetronolitan area. Sanitary sewer service 
will be extended to Santa Clara /River Road area by the 
year 2000. 

12. The c'ensity ranges outlined in the 1990 Plan and in those 
community plans adopted in conformity with it will be 
used to determine appropriate density ranges for un- 
developed areas. Existing plans, development patterns, 
and zoning districts will provide the basis for 
determining land uses, 

13. Automobiles will continue to provide the major me-thod 
of personal transportation. 

lA. Thr: -ohort survival method of population projection 

px': . iBs a reasonably accurate estimation of the future 
population. 
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APPENDIX 2 



December 3, 1975 



To : Task Force 

From : Mike Shell enbarger 

Subject: Analysis and Proposed Revision cT Program Capacity Data 



Summary : Program capacity is currently unrealistica lly high. It forces students in 
smaller classrooms' into state minimum standards and "a relatively r;r'gid educational 
program" while allowing a more reasonable standard for larger classrooms. It does 
not take into account the kindergarten program, and it ignores cne substantial in- 
equity that exists in the availability of ancillary spaces. By correcting these 
factors total, elementary program capacity is approximately 10,600, or only 500 in 
excess of current enrollment — not 1,900 or 2,500 as previously thought- 

Report : This is a proposed revision to the district's program capacity figures. It 
is very preliminary and for discussion purposes only. It incorporates the following 
major revisions: 

1 - The capacity for kindergarten spaces is proposed to be lower than for other 

classes following the practice nationally for allocating more space at this 
level to fewer pupils. Castaldi ( Creative Planning of Educational Fa - 
cilities , 1969) recommends 1,100 to 1,300 square feet for 20 children. I 
have used 60 square feet per child as a standard. The following study 
assumes the number of kindergarten rooms at each school since only 
kindergarten enrollment and not rooai count was known. The largest 
rooms available at each school were assumed to be the kindergartens. 
Errors introduced by assuming the wrong sizes will not be major. 

2 - "Program Capacity" is defined as being a more reasonable capacity than 

"optimum capacity" which strictly adheres to state minimum standards: 
thirty students in a class at 30 square feet per student. Program 
capacity sets a maximum number of 25 students per class, so that the 
same 900 square foot minimum classroom would have 36 square feet per 
student. In the calculation of program capacity, however, thirty 
square feet per student is used which results in the distinction 
between program and optimum capacities reducing below 900 square feet 
and disappearing altogether at 750 square feet. This forces students 
in smaller classrooms into state minimum standards and, according to 
the district's report, "a relatively rigid educational program" while 
allowing a more reasonable standard in larger classrooms. This also 
penalizes schools like Edison and Spring Creek which have all smaller 
classrooms. This seem^ unreasonable and contrary to the intent of the 
program capacity analysis. The proposal which follows uses 36 square 
feet per pupil for these smaller classrooms. 

3 - One of the most interesting facets of the district's capacity study is 

the identification of ancillary space. The amount of this space availa- 
ble varies widely from school to school, as we heard at the meeting with 
the principals. At Spring Creek the counselor has to counsel students 
in the custodian's closet. The revision I am proposing attempts to 
correct these unequal and tight conditions by comparing each school 
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with the average ancillary space available per student at all schools, 
I am omitting "maintenance ancillary space" (botler rooms, hallways, 
etc.) because it is more architectural than educ^ational . The study 
below uses a per pupil average based on program capacity, not on 
current enrollment so as to remove distortions present in the 
district's study v/hich have resulted from low or inflated enrollments 
in some schools. I assumed an approximate total district capacity of 
11,000 for this computation; this turned out to be a little high but 
the small errors introduced are within reason f(pr this preliminary 
study. Schools with more than average ancilla^/ space were not 
assigned' additional program capacity since it unlikely that the 
space could be converted to classroom use. Schc^ols with less than 
average ancillary space receive additional spac^ in this study by the 
conversion of the number of classrooms necessa^/ to approach the amouii^t 
of space required. For purposes of this study the smallest availably i 
classroonis were selected for conversion.- This conversion reduces pro^r^^ 
capacity to a more reasonable and equitable lev^l- 

Revision by Schools : The first example is explainec^ in more detail and th^ 
calculation procedure applies to all schools. 

Reduction in 
Prograi T]^ Cap a c i t^ ftoa!!!^ 

Adams 

A - 1 kindergarten for 20 not 25 

B - 2 950 square foot classrooms "'^ 
become support space (the average support 
space per pupil is 33.5 square feet 
assuming 11,000 program capacity) 
33.5 X 395 = 13,232 square feet of support 
space. This is approximately equal to the 
new actual support space of 10,773 square 

feet + 1 ,900 = 12,633. ^ 

TOTAL 

New program capacity (450 - 55) = 395 



Awbrey Park 

A - 1 kindergarten for 20 not 25 

1 small kindergarten (973 t 60) = 16 not 25 
B - Six smaller classrooms (802 or 804 sq. ft.) 

@ 36 sq. ft. per student = 22 not 25 
C - 2 classrooms become support 



(33.5 X 539 = 18,056) (16,042 + 1 ,608 = 17,550) 

TOTAL 

New program capacity (625 - 76) = 549 
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TOTAL ^ 



Bailey Hill 

A - 1 kindergarten for 20 not 25 

2 small kindergartens (1,058 r 60) for 18 not 23 ^' 
B - 3 small classrooms (833 to 843 each) ^ 

for 23 not 25 • 
C - 1 classroom becomes support 

(33.5 X 333 = 11 ,155) (10,176 + 858 - D.m) ^ 

TOTAL 

New program capacity (383 - 50) = 333 
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Co burg . 

A - 1 kindergarten (868 ^ 60) for 15 not 25 
B - 8 small classrooms (852 to 868 each) 

for 24 not 25 
C - support spaces okay 

TOTAL 

New program capacity (225 - 18) = 

Condon , 
A - 1 kindergarten for 20 not 25 ^ 
B - support space ol<ay 

TOTAL 

New program capacity (3l5 - 5) = 
Crest Drive 

A - 2 kindergartens (l ,066 r 60) for 18 not 25 
B - support space ok^y 

TOTAL 

New program cap.acity (2^0 - I4) = 

Dunn 

A - 1 kindergarten (951 ^ 60) for 16 not 25 
B - 1 small classroom (677) for l9 not 22 
1 small classroom (763) for 21 not 25 

3 small classrooms (834) for 23 not 25 
C - support space ok^y 

TOTAL 

New program capacity (373 « 22) = 
Edgev/ood 

A - 2 kindergartens (879 ^ 60) for 15 not 25 
B - 13 small classrooms (856 to 879) for 
24 not 25 

4 small classrooms (843) for 23 not 25 
C - support space okay 

TOTAL . 

New program capacity (475 « 41) = 
Edison 

A - 1. kindergarten (769) for 13 not 25 
B - 5 small classrooms (611 to 617) for 17 not 20 
1 small classroom (598) for 17 not 19 

1 small classroom (657) for 18 not 21 

2 small classrooms (733, 734) for 20 not 24 

# small classrooms (753 , 764) for 21 not 25 
student room (772) for 21 not 25 
0 ' support space ok^y 

TOTAL " 

New program capacity (328 - 52) = 
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Reduction in New 
Proc )ram Capacity Program Capac 

-10 

- 8 



-18 

207 



- 5 



- 5 

310 



-14 



-14 

236 • 



- 9 

- 3 

- 4 

- 6 



-22 

351 



-20 

-13 
- 8 



-41 

434 



-12 
-15 

- 2 

- 3 

- 8 

- 8 

- 4 



-52 

276 



ERIC 
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Reduction in New 
Program Capacity Program Capac 

Fox Ho How 

A - 1 kindergarten (783) for 13 not 25 -12 

B - 2 small classrooms (777) for 22 not 25 - 6 

1 small classroom (756) for 21 not 25 - 4 

4 small classrooms (659) for 18 not 21 -12 

C - support space okay 

TOTAL -34 
New program capacity (184 - 34) = 150 



Gil ham 

A - Everything okay 

Program capacity stays as is 325 



Ha rris 

A - 1 kindergarten (963) for 16 not 25 - 9 

B -support space okay 

TOTAL - 9 

New program capacity (356 - 9) = 347 

Howard 



A - 2 kindergartens (967) for *!6 not 25 -18 

B - 5 classrooms become support space (4 0 841 and 

1 @ 512) -116 

33.5 X 432 = 14,472) (9,770 + 512 + 1 ,924) = 13,647) 

TOTAL -134 
New program capacity (566 - 134) = 432 



Laurel Hill 

A - 1 kindergarten (1,099) for 18 not 25 - 7 

B - support space okoy 

TOTAL ^ 
New program capacity (250 - 7) = 243 

Lincoln 

A - 1 kin«iergarten (1,092) for 18 not 25 - 7 

B - 1 small classroom (807) for 22 not 25 - 3 

1 small classroom (841) for 23 not 25 - 2 

1 small classroom (868) for 24 not 25 - 1 
C - support space okay " ^ . 

TOTAL ^ 
New program capacity (311 - 13) = 298 

Magladry 

A - 4 small classrooms (788 to 809) for 22 not 25 *' -12 

2 small classrooms (831) for 23 not 25 - 4 
B - support space okay 

TOTAL ^ ^ 
New program capacity (150 - 16) = ^ 134 



McCornack 



Everything okay 

Program capacity stays as is 344 
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Reduction in New 

Program Capacity Program Capac 

Me adow Lark 

A - 1 kindergarten (1,070) for 18 not 25 - 7 

B - 5 small classrooms (857 to 869) for 24 not 25 - 5 

C - 3 classrooms become support space 

(33.5 X 463 = 15,510) ;b (1 1 ,656 + 825 + 820 = 14,126) 

TOTAL -87 

New program capacity (550 - 87) = 463 

Parker 

A - 1 kindergarten (1,080) for 18 not 25 - 7 

B - 4 small classrooms (840) for 24 not 25 - 4 

C - 1 classroom becomes support space 

(33.5 X 389 = 13,031 ) (10,826 + 840 = 11 ,666) 

TOTAL -36 

New program capacity (425 - 36) = 389 

Patterson 

A - 2 kindergartens (878) for 15 not 25 -20 
B - 4 small classrooms (833 to 839) for 23 not 25 - 8 

10 small classrooms (875 to 878) for 24 not 25 -10 
C - 1 classroom becomes support space 

(33,5 X 337 = 11 ,289) (9,887 + 833 = 10,720) 

TOTAL -63 

New program capacity (400 - 63) = 337 

River Road 

A - 4 kindergartens (928, 911, 905, 899) for 60 not 100 -40 

B - 9 small classrooms (868 to 878) for 24 not 25 - 9 

C - 2 classroans become support space -50 

(33,5 X 444 = 14,874) ^ (12,929 + 860 + 862 = 14,651) 

^ TOTAL . '^W 

New program capacity (543 - 99) = 444 

Santa Clara 

A - 2 kindergartens (888) for 15 not 25 -20 

B - 3 small classrooms (778 to 806) for 22 not 25 - 9 

3 small classrooms (822) for 23 not 25 - 6 

1 small classroom (874) for 24 not 25 - 1 

1 small classroom (693) for 19 not 23 - 4 ' 

1 small classroom (600) for 17 not 20 - 3 

C - support space okay 

TOTAL -43 
New program capacity (468 - 43) = 425 

Silver Lea 

A - 2 kindergartens (1,017, 1,009) for 17 not 25 -16 

B - 4 small classrooms (826) for 23 not '25 - 8 

3 small classrooms (874) for 24 not 2S - 3 

1 small classroom (703) for 20 not 23 - 3 
C - One classroom becomes support space 

(33.5 X 443 = 14,840) :v (13,643 + 703 = 14,346) 

TOTAL -53 

New program capacity (496 - 53) = 443 
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Reduction in 
Program Capacity 

Spring Creek 

A - 2 kindergartens (926, 735) for 28 not 49 
B - 18 sma-11 classrooms (735) for 20 not 24 
C - 2 classrooms become support space 

(33,5 X 364 - 12,194) (10,395 + 736 + 736 = 11 ,867) 

TOTAL 

New program capacity (505 - 141 ) = 364 
Twin Oaks 

A - 1 kindergarten (923) for 15 not 25 
B - 1 small classroom (844) for 23 not 25 

2 small classrooms (856, 872) for 24 not 25 
C - support space okay 

TOTAL 

New program capacity (300 - 14) = 286 
Washington 

A - 2 kindergartens (966) for 16 not 25 
B - 3 classrooms become support space 

(33.5 X 404 = 13,534) (10,300 + 923 _ 923 = 13,069) 

TOTAL 

New program capacity (497 - 93) = 404 
Westmoreland 

A - 2 kindergartens (1,009, 998) for 33 not 50 
B - 2 small classrooms (865, 872) for 24 not 25 
C - 1 classroom becomes support space 

(33.5 X 356 = 11 ,926) (9,483 + 862 = 10,345) 

TOTAL 

New program capacity (400 - 44) = 356 
Whi teaker 

A - 1 kindergarten (950) for 16 not 25 

B - 2 small classrooms (643, 656) for 18 not 21 

3 small classrooms (789, 791, 797) for 22 not 25 
1 student room (635) for 18 not 21 

C - support space okay 

TOTAL 

New program capacity (313 - 27) - 286 
Willa^illespie 

A - 3 kindergartens (951) for 16 not 25 
B - 1 small classroom (792) for 22 not 25 
C - support space okay 

TOTAL 

New program capacity (375 - 30) ^ 345 

Wi 1 lakenzie ^ 
A - 1 kindergarten (959) for 16 not 25 
B - 1 small classroom (661) for 18 not 22 

1 small classroom (682) for 19 not 22 

1 small classroom (844) for 23 not 25 
C - 2 classrooms become support space 

(33.5 X 356 = 11 ,926) (10,659 + 653 + 656 = 11 ,968) 

TOTAL 

New program capacity (416 - 60) = ^2 '^^^ 



Reduction in New 

Program Capacity Program Capacity 

Willard 

A - 1 kindergarten (874) for 15 not 25 -10 
B - 13 small classrooms (862 to 875) for 24 not 25 -13 

C - support space okay 

TOTAL -23 

New program capacity (401 - 23) = 378 

New program capacity GRAND TOTAL 10,640 

Present Enrollment (September 30) 10,105 

Extra pupil spaces 535 
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APPENDIX 3 



RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, AND EVALUATION 



December 11, 1975 



MEMORANDUM 



To: 



Larry Barber 



From: 



Doug Parrish, R D & E . 



Subject 



Criticism of Mr. Shellenba rgcr ' s Proposed 
Changes of Program Capacity, 



In Mr. Shellenbarger *s memorandum of Dec. 3,1975, he states that 
current Program Capacities assigned to each school by the District are 
"unrealistically high". He proposes to reduce capacity levels in three 
ways : 

1. He feels that kindergarten classrooms should be identified and 
treated in a different manner. Specifically, he states that kinder- 
garten students should have 60 sq. ft. of space per student. Kinder- 
garten classrooms arc currently treated as general classrooms under 
both Optimum and Program Capacity formulas. This change would affect 
each elementary school differently, based of course, on the number of 
actual kindergarten rooms they have. 

Criticism: The burdern of proof would appear to be on Mr. 
Shellenbarger in establishing the proposition that kindergarten 
children should have so much more room than other primary level 
children. I can find no state or board policy that states they 
should have more room than is allocated to 1st, 2nd, or 3rd 
graders. Allowing 60 sq. ft. of classroom space per pupil is 
double that allocated to other class levels. 

2. He wants the Program Capacity formula changed. He requests that 
it be based on 36 sq. ft. per student (instead of 30 sq. ft.) with 

an upper limit of 25 students per room. This would effectively lower 
the Program Capacity for each general classroom in the. District between 
900 and 500 sq. ft. in size. He feels that this should be done because 
schools with a preponderance of small classrooms are unfairly treated 
by the present formula. Such schools, with classrooms between 500 
sq. ft. and 750 sq. ft., have approximately the 5^e Program and 
Optimum capacities. (Although he does not mention it, they are also 
schools which do not have any special education classes). Examples of the 
schools he is referring to are as follows: 



Optimum 
Capacity 



Program Capacity 



Edison 
Fox Hollow 
Magladry 
Spring Creek 



328 
185 
158 
510 



328 
184 
150 
505 



Schools with large classrooms, on the other hand, have Program and 
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Optimum Capacity levels that arc farther apart. Hence, the schools with 
larger classrooms will have more sq. ft. of classroom space per student 
than schools with smaller classrooms when their enrollments are at 
Program Capacity. In addition, because schools with smaller classrooms 
have Program Capacities that are closer to their Optimum Capacities, 
he feels that it forces the affected students into "state minimum 
standards and a relatively rigid educational program", lir , Shellen- 
barger feels that Optimum Capacity levels for each school represent the 
state minimum standard for education, necessitate a rigid educational 
program, and are therefore, something to avoid. 

Criticism; Mr. Shellenbarger is correct in seeing that schools 
with larger classrooms will have more space per student than will 
schools with smaller classrooms when their enrollments are at 
Program Capacity. The District's Capacity Study states on page 
345 that "neither capacity figure (Program or Optimum) completely 
ascertains the actual amount of educational space available to 
school children." The report then goes on to study the actual 
}fj^ amount of educational space available per student at each school 
and compares such calculations to District wide averages. 

Optimum Capacity figures emphatically do not represent the state 
minimum standards for education nor do they force schools into 
rigid educational programs. Only Maximum School Use figures, on 
pages 214-217, represent the state minimum standard capacity 
levels. Operationally the only difference between Optimum 
Capacity levels and Program Capacity levels is that Program 
Capacities set an upper limit of 25 students per classroom (instead 
of 30 as in Optimum) and recognize lower class sizes for special 
education classes - EMR, TMR, Deaf, EH, etc. 

Optimum Capacity levels do not necessitate a rigid educational 
program. On page 218 the report states the Optimum School Use 
capacity figures are a compromise between two views: "(a) the 
public that assumes that every 900 square feet should accomodate 
30 students, and (b) the professional educator who would like 
a space that comfortably meets all the requirements of his/her 
specific program". The following areas in schools are excluded 
entirely in the computation of Optimum Capacities: 



g) student offices (school store, student government, 
student yearbook, dark rooms, student paper, etc.) 

h) counseling and guidance center 

i) student lounges and snackbars 

j) all classrooms below 500 sq. ft. 

k) faculty work rooms, planning spaces, lounges 



a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 
f) 
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Optimum capacities simply do not necessitate a rigid educational 
program. 

In addition, it should be noted that there is close to 20,000 sq. 
ft. of primary educational space in the elementary schools that 
was not counted in the calculation of either Program or Optimum 
capacities. Such space was excluded because it was below 500 
sq. ft. in size. The space is composed of small classrooms, 
student rooms, study rooms, meeting rooms, etc. Some of the 
elementary schools with small classrooms have large amounts of 
such space. Fox Hollow, for example, has the highest total of 
small primary education space (2,548.57 sq. ft.) of any elementary 
school in the Discrici:. 

3. And lastly, Mr. Shellenbarger ' s revisions touch on the question of 
unequal distributions of Ancillary space in the elementary schools. He 
proposes a solution which involves the following steps: 1) identify 
those schools which are below average in Ancillary Space, and 2) 
switch primary educational space to Ancillary functions in those schools. 
(It should be noted here, that Mr. Shellenbarger is concerned only with 
Support and Educational Ancillary Space and not with Maintenance 
Ancillary Space.) In short, the proposal would simply increase Ancillary 
Space by cancelling out classrooms. In addition, Mr. Shellenbarger 
bases his corrections on program capacity numbers and not the actual 
enrollments at each school. In other words, Mr. Shellenbarger studied 
each school as if it's enrollment were at Program Capacity and then askc ^' 
the question of how much Ancillary Space the school should have if it 
has to meet District averages for Ancillary Space. He feels that stup- 
ing current inequalities in the distribution of Ancillary Space based 
on actual enrollments creates "distortions" due to "low or inflated 
enrollments in some schools." 

Criticisms : Addressing the last point above, I feel that studying 
unequal distributions of space based on the Program Capacities at 
each school does not ascertain the actual inequality that pre- 
sently exists in the schools. Schools, most of them, are not at 
Program Capacity, nor are they likely to be under present trends. 
Looking at inequality based on actual, current enrollments determines 
the real amount of inequality that presently exists for "real" 
students in the District. This is what the Capacity Study was 
attempting to determine not potential inequalities if 
schools were at Program Capacity. 

In reference to his other arguement, establishing equality of 
Ancillary Space by scratching • classrooms , the following factors 
need to be considered. There are four possible "space" situations 
a school may find itself in: 
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1. It may be below average in both Ancillary and Primary 
Educational Space. 

2. It could be below average on Ancillary Space but above 
average on Primary Educational Space. 

3. It could be above average on Ancillary Space but below 
average on Primary Space. 

4. It could be above average on both Ancillary and Primary 
Spaces . 

Mr. Shellenbarger ' s revision focuses on only those schools in 

situation 1 and 2 above. His proposal is perhaps feasible for 

schools in situation #2, i.e., they have above average amounts 

of primary educational space per student and can perhaps afford 

to lose some classrooms. But for schools confronted with situation 

#1, his proposal would create more problems than it would solve. 

In essence, he would transfer primary educational space to Ancillary 

functions in those schools already short on educational space. 

The following table lists thoso schools which are below average 
in both Ancillary and Primary Educational Space. The table 
lists the amount of Educational Space the schools are below 
average on and Mr. Shellenbarger ' s recommended additional losses: 



School Amount Under District No. of classrooms Mr. 

Norm in Primary Educ. Space Shellenbarger recommends 
_^ they lose. 



1. 


Awbrey Park 


2,810.49 


sq. 


ft. 


2 classrooms at 
950 sq. ft. each 




2. 


Bailey Hill 


219 


.78 


sq. 


ft. 


1 


classroom @ 858 sq. 


ft. 


3. 


Edgewood 


1,443 


.96 


sq. 


ft. 


0 






4. 


Howar d 


2,445 


.30 


sq. 


ft. 


4 
( 


classrooms 

3 0 841 sq. ft. 

1 0 512 sq. ft.) 




5. 


Santa Clara 


3,131, 


.56 


sq. 


ft. 


0 






6. 


Silver Lea 


3,470. 


,30 


sq. 


ft. 


1 


classroom @ 703 sq. 


ft. 


7. 


Spring Creek 


5,683. 


87 


sq. 


ft. 


2 


classrooms @ 736 sq , 


. ft. 


8. 


Washington ' 


841. 


74 


sq. 


ft. 


3 


classrooms @ 923 sq, 


. ft. 


9. 


Westmoreland 


3,380.15 


sq. 


ft. 


1 


classroom @ 862 sq. 


ft. 
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In summary, equalizing Ancillary Space by transferring classroom space 
would not be a feasible alternative for at least a third of the elementary 
schools. Such a plan would only increase the unequal distribution of 
primary educational space in the District. 

An additional criticism here is that the proposal docs not examine 
schools which have an above average amount of ancillary space. Some 
schools have an extreme amount of ancillary space in reference to other 
schools. Lincoln Elementary, for example, is 7,145.83 sq. ft. above 
the District Norm in Support and Educational Ancillary Space while 
simultaneously being above average also on Primary Educational Space. 
Other schools are above average on Ancillary but below average on Primary 
Educational Space. Both types of schools, those in situations 3 and 4 
described above, could transfer space from Ancillary functions to Primary 
Educational Space. But Mr. She llenbarger dismisses this by stating "schools 
with more than average ancillary space were not assigned additional program 
capacity since it is unlikely that the space could be converted to class- 
room space." It is not unlikely at all at many schools. One has reason 
to bcteve that this possibilty was not examined because it would in effect 
raise the Program Capacity at several schools. Mr, Shellenbarger seems 
only interested in lowering it. 

To conclude then, Mr. Shellenbarger ' s first two recommendations to 
identify kindergarten classrooms and to change the Program Capacity 
formula to 36 sq. ft. -- are possible alternatives to the present formulas. 
They are simply policy changes. His arguments for doing so are not strong, 
especially when he argues that Optimum Capacity is state minimum standards 
and creates a rigid educational program. 

His third revision, however, in reference to attempting to equalize 
ancillary space, I consider to be untenable in that it acts to increase 
the unequal distribution of classroom space per student in a large number 
of schools. Significantly, it is by this revision that Mr. Shellenbarger 
is able to lower the program capacity for the whole district by so much. 
Switching classrooms to Ancillary functions accounts for a 625 student drop 
in elementary Program Capacity. 



28 



